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October 14, 2003 

Comnissioner Michael J Copps 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street. NW 
Washington. D C 20554 

Dear Michael Copps. 

I am writing to voice my opposition to any FCC-mandated adoption of "broadcast 
flag" technology for digital television As a consumer and citizen. I feel 
strongly that such a policy would be bad for innovation. consumer rights, and the 
ultimate adoption of DTV 

A robust, competitive market for consumer electronics must be rooted in 
manufacturers' ability to innovate for their customers Allowing movie studios to 
veto features of DTV-reception equipment will enable the studios to tell 
technologists what new products they can create This will result in products 
that don't necessarily reflect what consumers like me actually want. and it could 
result in me being charged more money for inferior functionality 

If the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate. I would actually be less likely to 
make an investment in DTV-capable receivers and other equipment I will not pay 
more tor devices that limit my rights at the behest of Hollywood Please do not 
mandate broadcast flag technology for digital television Thank you for your time 

Sincerely, 

David De Busk 
3454 Crestridge Dr 
Nashville, TN 37204 
USA 



Jeffrey Thomas 
732 1 S Camim Mirlo 
Tucson. AZ 85747 

Commissioner Mchael I. Cows 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street. NW 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Dear Commissioner Michael J. Copps: 

As a broadcast television viewer and consumer of electronics and computer products, I urge the Federal 
Communications Commission to vote against the adoption of a "braadcast flag." I am outraged that the FCC 
would consider a regulation would restrict the way I enjoy television. 

The broadcast flag is neither m my mterest nor the public's interest. It will prevent me fiom watchmg digital 
broadcasl television in the ways I currently enjoy analog broadcast television-for example, it will restrict my 
ability to move the video I have recorded for personal viewing &om room--tMoom and placeto-place. 

The broadcast flag will also lock out my computer as a way to watch my favorite shows using my choice of 
software on a plane or t r m ,  or to send a television clip of a high school football game to family and friends. 

Furthermore, if computers cannot fieely receive digital television, how GUI I expect creative developers to 
discover new devices that enable me to use content in exciting ways I haven't even thought of? I value 
innovative devices like TIVO, Replay'IV and the Windows Media Center PC, which exist today because they 
were built to open btandards using mexpensive, off-the-shelf computer parts. 

If the move to digital television does not make the public's viewing experience more enjoyable. flexible. and 
exciting, what compelling reason do I have as a consumer to buy new digital television equipment? A prettier 
picture is hardly enough reason for me to dispense with all my current m m m r  electronics and computer 
equpmnt. As a citizen and viewer of broadcast television, I urge you to promote the digital television 
transition by opposing adoption of the broadcast flag. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey Thomas 
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October 14, 2003 

C o m s s ~ o n e r  Michael J. C o p  
Federal Commumcahons Commission 
445 12th Street, NW 
Washngton, D.C. 20554 

Dear M h a e l  Copps, 

I am wnung to voice my oppositlon to any FCC-mandated adopaon of "broadcast fl4 technology for &@ 
television. As a consumer and uhzen, I feel strongiy that such a pohcywould be bnd for mnovahon, conrumer 
nghts, and the ulamate adoption of DTV. 

A robust, cOmpeUhVe market for consumer electromcs must be rooted m manufacturcrr' ability to mnovate for 
their customers. Mowing mone studios to veto features of DTV-recepbon equipment will enable the smdior to 
tell technologsts what new products they can create. l h s  d result m products that don't necersndy reflect 
what consumers l k  me actudlywent, and it could result m me bang chnrged more money for mfenor 
funchonahty. 

If the FCC issues a broadcast flag mendate, I would actudy be loss M y  to m& m ravestmerit m DTV-capable 
recavers md other eqrupment. I d  not pay more for devices that Lmit my d&tr at &.e behest of Hollyrvood. 
Please do not mendate broadcast flag technology for CLgtPl telmaion. ?hmk you for your b e .  

Smcerely, 

Angelma MuLn 
720 W 
Melbourne, FL 32940 
USA 



Patrick Helwig 
335 N 8th St 
603 
L h h  NE 68508-1349 

Commissioner Mchael J. Copps 
Federal Commwcauons Commission 
445 12th Street. N W  
Washington D.C 20554 

Dear Comssioner Mchael J. Copps: 

As a broadcast television viewer and oonsumer of electronics and computer products, I urge the Federal 
Conmumcations Commission to vote against the adoption of a "broadcast flag." I am outraged that the FCC 
would consider a regulation would restrict the way I enjoy television. 

The broadcast flag is neither in my interest nor the public's interest It will prevent me kom watchmg &@tal 
broadcast television in the ways I currently enjoy analog broadcast television-for example, it will restnct my 
ability to move the video I have recorded for personal viewing fiom room-to-rmm and place-to-place. 

The broadcast flag will also lock out my computer as a way to watch my favorite shows using my choice of 
software on a plane or wain, or to send a television clip of a high school football game to family and friends. 

Furthermore, if computers cannot freely receive digital television, how can I expect creative developers to 
discover new devices that enable me to use content in exciting ways I haven't even thought of? I value 
innovative devices like TIVO, ReplayTV and the Windows Media Center PC, whch e w n  today because they 
were built to open standards wing inexpensive. oE-the-shelf computer parts. 

1 currently have a DVR and before that I had 2 VCRs and the DVR has really revolldionized the way I watch 
TV; no mre hassling w/tapes or rewinding and fast-forwarding. TiiWameCable provides a very nice 
DVR that lets you record 2 shows at once while watching a 3rd show on the bard drive. I would hate not to be 
able to record shows anymore or not at full 1080i quality when their HDTV box comes out. 

If the move to digjtal television does not make the public's viewing experience m r e  enjoyable. flexible, and 
exciting, what compelling reason do I have as a consumer to buy new digital television equipment? A prettier 
picture is hardy enough reason for me to dispense with all my cutrent consu117e~ eleceonics and computer 
equipment. As a citizen and viewer of broadcast television. I urge you to promote the digital television 
transition by opposing adoption of the broadcast flag. 

Sincerely, 

Pamck Helwig 
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October 14, 2003 

Commissioner Michael d Copps 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, NW 
Washington. D C 20554 

Dear Michael Copps 

I am writing to voice my opposition to any FCC-mandated adoption of "broadcast 
flag" technology for digital television As a consumer and citizen. I feel 
strongly that such a policy would be bad for innovation. consumer rights, and the 
ultimate adoption of DTV 

A robust. competitive market for consumer electronics must be rooted in 
manufacturers' ability to innovate for their customers Allowing movie studios to 
veto features of DTV-reception equipment will enable the studios to tell 
technologists what n e w  products they can create This will result in products 
that don't necessarily reflect vhat consumers like me actually want, and it could 
result in me being charged more money for inferior functionality. 

If the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate. I would actually be less likely to 
make an investment in DTV-capable receivers and other equipment I will not pay 
more for devices that limit ny rights at the behest of Hollywood Please do not 
mandate broadcast flag technology for digital television Thank you for your time 

Sincerely. 

Dorothy Paunovich 
la1 Ashford Ct 
Valparaiso. IN 46385 
USA 



October 14,2003 

Commlssloner Mlchael J topps 
Federal Communkatbns Cornmlsslon 
445 12th Street, NW 
Washlngton, D C 20554 

Dear Mlchael Copps, 

I em wr lng  to volce my opposltbn to any FCC-mandated adoption of "broadcestnag" technology for dlgttal televlslon A0 a 
consumer and cklzen, I feel strongly that such a poky w u l d  be bad b r  Innmtbn,  consumer rlghb. end the ultlrnab 
adoptlon d DW 

A robust, competklve market lor consumer electronics must be footed In manuhcturen' abllHy to l n n m t e  b r  thelr 
cultomen Allowlng mwle studlos M veto features of DN-mceptlon equlpment wlll enable the atudbs to tell bchnologlsb 
what new produch they can create Thls wlll result In produc4s that don? nccesnrlly reflect what consumers llke me 
actually m n t ,  and R could result In me belng charged more money b r  Inferlor functlonallty 

If the FCC Issues a broadcast ?lag mandate. I would actually be le95 llkely to make an Investment In DN-capnbla recetmrs 
and other equlpment I wlll not pay more br devlcee that llmk my rlghb at the behest of Hollywood Please do not mnndete 
broadcast flag technology (or dlgml televlalon Thank you lor  your tlme 

Slncerely. 

Mlchael Paunovkh 
885 Woodbrldge 
Melbourne, FL 32940 
USA 
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October 14,2003 

Commipsirmcr Michael J Coppa 
Federal Cmunicntimu Commission 
44s 12th street, Nw 
W09hingtoh D C 20554 

Dear Michael Copps, 

I am 
and c i t i z q  I feel Sh&y thnt m h  n policy would be bad for innomti~h crrrrmmer *t#. and the ultimnta PdDptirm of  Iyrv 

A robunt, compehtive market for connunu nleo!mmiov muat be rooted in mnnufactuem' nWty to innovnte for thSir mutomen nUo+ 
movie studio# tc veto fentucem of DlV-reccptimr equipent wiU enable the ~ t ~ d i c i  to tell tccludo&tn whnt new product8 thy CM 

cnnte Thii will result in producto thnt don't M C C ~ ~ ~ Y  reflsnt wht cmuvma like me pchlnlhlm and it could r a d  in me bdng 
charged mare money for infCriar hctimdily 

If the FCC isow n h00dc0~t flss mPnbPta, I would nchlrlly ba lair M y  to make M h v o h m t  m DTV-onpnbh racavsn and other 
equipment I sill not pay more for dnrlcu Ust llmlt my r&t# at the behest of Hdywood Phw do not mmdste knldeut f l q  
technology fm d@td televimm Thank you for your time 

Sincerely, 

O h  D a h  
251 C O h  street 
SnnFtnnlcc,CA94118 
USA 

to voice my opposition to m y  FCC-mandated OdOptMn of "hndcp.t  tachnoloey fm M&dtelevidDm As n c o m e r  
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October 14,2003 

CommisMncr Michael J coppi 
F e d d  Cnmmunicatiotu Commission 
445 lZthStreefNW 
Walhington, D C 20554 

Dear Michnel Copps. 

I m w i t i q  to voice my oppamtion to any FCC-mndded ulqtkm of "hdcut 
and Citirq I feel strongly that mch a p d c y  would ba bnd for hvpt i cm,  o ~ ~ u m a r  righa. and tho dtimmte pdoptirm of DTV 

A robuat, competitive market for cmuumu cleotrakm muat bo rooted in manufncmsn' atdlity to lnnovnta for h i t  curtDma Auorwing 
movie rmdioi to veto feeturei of mV-recept(w equipment wlll a b l e  tha loldioi to tell teohnolo&ta whnt new p m d m  t h y  can 
create Thb wiU r e d t  in produote that don? necerndy r e k t  whnt c m m  like me Pchlnlly mt, and it could relult in me be+ 
chnged more money for inferior tunCtiodly 

If the FCC i ~ i  a broadcast 
equipment I will not pay more for devha thpt Mt my 
technology for Wtal televinion lhpnL you for your time 

sincerely, 

+schndoey fos wtd tclaridDn AS n c o m e r  

mandate. I would Pchlnlly bs LIB Udy to m h  M inverhnant m DTV-capable recavm and other 
at the behest of Hollywood PLM~ do not mandnte h n d c u t  tlq 

Michael stickel 
90 pllincy Shore Dr Apt 701 
*cy, MA 02171 
USA 
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October 13, 2003 

Commlssloner Mlchael J Copps 
Federal Communleatlons Commlsslon 
445 12th Street, NW 
Washlngton, D C 20554 

Dear Mlchael Copps, 

I am wrklng to vobe my opposttlon to any FCGmandited adoptlon of "broadcast flag" technology for d lgL I  telwlslon Aa a 
consumer and cRlzen. I feel strongly that such e polky wnuld be bad for Innovstlon. consumer rlghts. and the ultlmate 
adoptlon a( D N  

A robust. eompetittve market Tor consumer elecmnlcs must be rooted In manuhctmra' abllftj to lnnovste for thelr 
customen Allawlng movle atudlos to veto k l tu rcs  04 DN-receptbn equlpmant will enable the studlor to tell technologists 
what new products they can create Thlr will result In pro4uen that don't necesmlly reflect what conaumen like me 
actually want, and it could result In me belng charged more money for lnkrlor functlonalltj 

If the FCC Issues a broadcast flag mandate, I wuuld netunlly be leas llkely to makn an Investment In DN-capable reeebrs 
and other equlpment I wlll not pay more (01 devlces that llmtt my rlghts at the behest of Hollywood. Please do not mmdmte 
broadcast ?lag technology tor dlgltal blevlslon Thank you for your t h e  

sincerely, 

Erlk Martln 
803 Oak Tree Dr 
Chapel HIII. NC 27517 
USA 



Mark W. Alexander 
8208 Steeplechase Blvd 
Orlaudo. FL 32818 

Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Federal Cornmumcations Commission 
445 12thstreet.Nw 
Washington. D.C. 20554 

Dear Commissioner Mchael J Copps: 

Broadcas television uses a public resource - the airwaves. The FCC bears the burden of managing that 
public resource for the benefit of it's owners: The citizens of the United States. 

The "broadcast flag" is not in the interest of the citizens. In hct, it gives license to media interests to control 
when and how infomution carried over the public airways are viewed This gives the broadcast media 
indusny far too much control over how citizens make use of the public airwaves. 

Consider presidential debates. In an economy with a 24x7 workforce, only a minority of the citizenry nlay be 
able to view the debates at the time of the broadcast. With the advent of the VCR and court rulings validatng 
a citizens right to "time shift" and"space shift" bradcast materials, those debates wn be recorded for viewing 
at a time and place more convenient for voters. 

The broadcast flag gives broadcasters the ability to prevent such use, effectively constraining the flow of 
imqortant informatlon to the American public. 

The broadcast flag is NOT about reducing or eliminating copyright violations. The typical home recorder does 
not record broadcast shows for sale or distnbution. They record broadcast shows for convenience and to 
preserve infomution. The c o r n  have validated that this is a fair use of copyright materials. The broadcast 
industry IS proposmg the implementauon of the broadcast flag to bypass what the courts have already ruled is 
fair use under copynght law in order to extend their bottom line. Consumers that have made personal use 
copies of broadcast shows have no need to go out and buy the series on DVD. THAT is what the broadcast 
industries do not like. 

Not only have the courts validated home copying as a fa~r  use activity, but the FCC rules currently require that 
all hroadcaq medin he hroakaa im-encrvnted or "in the clear". The hrnadcast flee is a wav to hvnaw thi.; 



Brandon Light 
I1800 Green Hill Dr. 
Hagerstown, MD 2 1742 

Commissioner Michael J. C o p p s  
Federal Communications Commission 
44.5 12th Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Dear Comssioner  Michael J. Copps: 

As a broadcast television viewer and consumer of electrmcs andcomputer products, I urge the Federal 
Communications Commission to vote against the adoption of a "broadcast flag." I am ouuaged that the FCC 
would consider a regulauon would restrict the way I enjoy television. 

The broadcast flag is neither m my interest nor the public's interest. It will prevent me kom watching dtgital 
broadcast television in the ways I currently enjoy analog broadcast television-for example, it will restrict niy 
ability to move the video 1 have recorded for personal viewing f?om rcom-to-rmm and place-to-place 

The broadcast flag will also Iwk out my computer as a way to watch my favorite shows using my choice of 
software on a plane or train. or to send a television clip of a high school football game to family and friends. 

Furthermore, if computers cannot b l y  receive digital television, how can I expect creative developers to 
discover new devices that enable me to use content in exciting ways I haven't even thought of? I value 
innovative devices like TiVo, ReplayTV and the Windows Media Center PC, which exist today because they 
were blult to open standards using inexpensive, off-the-shelf computer parts. 

If the move to digital television does not make the public's viewing experience more enjoyable, flexible. and 
exciting, what compelling reason do I have as a consumer to buy new digital television equipment? A prettw 
picture is hardly enough reason for me to dispense with all my current consumer electronics and computer 
equpxnent As a citizen and viewer of broadcast televisioa I urge you to promote the digital television 
transition by opposing adoption of the broadcast flag. 

Sinerely, 

Brandon Light 



Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th street. Nw 
Wadungton, D.C. 20554 

Dear Conmussloner Mcbael J Copps. 

As a broadcast television viewer and consumer of electronics andcomputer products, I urge the Federal 
Communications Commission to vote against the adoption of a "broadcast flag." I am outraged that the FCC 
would consider a regulation would restrict the way I enjoy television. 

The broadcast flag is neither in my interest nor the public's interest It will prevent me fiorn watching chgnal 
broadcast television m the ways I currently enjoy analog broadcast television-for example, it will restrict my 
dbi lity to move the video I have rtxorded for personal viewing fiom roomo-room and place-to-place 

The broadcast flag will also lock out my computer as a way to watch my favorite shows using my cholce of 
software on a plane or train, or to send a television clip of a high school football game to family and friends 

Furthermore, if computers cannot h e l y  receive digital television. how can I expect creative developers to 
discover new devices that enable me to use content in exciting ways I haven't even thought of! I value 
innovatlve devices like TiVo, ReplayTV and the Windows Media Center PC. which exist today because they 
were bwlt to open standards using inexpensive. off-theshelf computer parts. 

If the move to digital television daes not make the public's viewing experience m r e  enjoyable, flexlble. and 
excitmg, what compellmg reason do I have as a consumer to buy new digital television equipment? A prettier 
picture is hardly enough reason for me to dispense with all my current COIISUIW electronics and computer 
equipment. As a citizen and viewer of broadcast television, I urge you to promote the digital television 
transition by opposing adoption of the broadcast flag. 

Sincerely, 

gary glaser 

1 
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October 15,2003 

Com-sioner Michnel J Coppi 
Federal Communications Comminsion 
445 12th Street, NW 
Wnnhington. D C 20554 

Dear Michael Copps. 

I am writing to voice my opposition to my Fcc-mpndnted pdoption of "brondca@t 
and citizeh I feel itmngly that Nch a p&y would be bad for innovnth. C O ~ R  Wta, nnd the ultimnte adoption of I)Tv 

A robrut, competitive mnrket for ccmmnu &ctroniOn mrut ba ranted in rnnnufichtd aWQ to h o v a t e  for thek CUstMnern 
movie studioi to veto fentuni of DTV-rcceph cquipncnt WM a b l e  the rtudion to tcll technol~&t~ what new productl they CM 

create This will r e d t  in products that h ' t  necenady re&ct whst c o m m  like me ncmpUy W M ~ ,  nnd it could r c d t  in me being 
c h q e d  more money for inferior h b d Q  

If the FCC i m e s  a brondcwt llq mandats. I would aahlnuy be lege M y  to m& an mvertmmt in DTV-capable receivem M d  O t h e r  
equipment I will not pay m m  for dcvicen that limit my Mta at the behest of Hollywood P l e ~ e  do not mandate bondcart h g  
technology for di&d tclcvirion Thnnk you fox your time 

Sincerely, 

Kristopher AWin 
700 NE lZZnd ST a304 
Oklahoma City, OK 73 1 14 
USA 

tcchnoloay for &tal tclevidon h a c o m e r  



Jemfer B m e r  
924 East Dayton St., Apt 3 
Madison, WI 53703 

Commissioner Mchael J. Cows 
Federal Comnimcations Commission 
445 12th street Nw 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Dear Comrmssioner Michael I. Copps: 

As a broadcast television viewer and consumer of elmonics and computer products, I urge the Federal 
Communications Commission to vote against the adoption of a "broadcast flag." I am outraged that the FCC 
would consider a regulanon would restrict the way I enjoy television. 

The broadcast flag is neither in my interest nor the public's interest It will prevent m fiom watching digtal 
broadcast television in the ways I currently enjoy analog broadcast television-for example. it will restrict my 
ability to move the video I have recorded for personal viewing &om rmm-to-rmm and place-zo-place. 

The broadcast flag will also lock out my computer as a way to watch my favorite shows using niy choice or 
software on a plane or train, or to send a television clip of a high school football game to family and friends. 

Furthermore, if computers cannot h e l y  receive digital television, how can I expect creative developers to 
discover new devices that enable IIY: to use conlent in exciting ways I haven't even thought of? I value 
innovative devices like TiVo, ReplayTV and the Windows Media Center PC, which exist today because they 
were built to open standards using mexpensive. off-the-shelf computer parts. 

If the move to digital television does not make the public's viewing experience more enjoyable, flexible, and 
exciting what compellmg reason do I have as a consumer to buy new digital television equipment? A prettier 
picture is hardly enough reason for me to dispense with all my current consumer electronics and computer 
equipment. As a citizen and viewer of broadcast television, I urge you to promote the digital television 
transition by opposing adoption of the bmadcaa flag. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Bimner 

1 
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Aober  13, 2003 

commlssloner Mlchael J Copps 
Fedeml Communlcatlons Commlsslon 
445 12th areet. NW 
Washlngton, D C 20554 

Dear Mlchael Copps, 

I am wrklng to voles my opposltlon to any FCGmandated adoptlon of "brosdcsst flag" technology for dlgltal belevvblon As a 
conwmer end cklren, I reel strongly that such a pollcy would be bad for Innmtlon, consumer rlghb, and the ultlmate 
adoptlon or DN 

A robust, competkke market for consumer eleetronles must be rooted In msnuhctunn' abllHy to Innovate for thelr 
cu&men Allavlng movle studlos to veto Features of DTV-nceptlon equlpment wlll enable the studloi to tell technologlstr 
what new products they can create Thls wlll result In products that don't necesmrlly reflect whit consumers I lk me 
actually want. and It could result In me belng charged more money for lnterlor lunctlonaltty 

If the FCC Issues a broadcast flag mandate. I would actually be lesa llkaly to maka an lnwstment In DN-capable recehm 
and other equlpment I wlll not pay more for devlces that llmk my rlghta at the behest of Hollywood Please do not mandate 
broadcast flag technology lor dlgltal televlslon Think you for your tlme. 

Slncerely, 

James Arcurl 
10 HalcouR Dr 
Plalnvlew. NY 11803 
USA 
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.ober 13. 2003 

Commissioner Michael J Copps 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street. NW 
Washington. D C 20554 

Dear Michael Copps. 

I am writing to voice my opposition to any FCC-mandated adoption of "broadcast 
flag" technology for digital television As a consumer and citizen. I feel 
strongly that such a policy would be bad for innovation. consumer rights, and the 
ultimate adoption of DTV 

A robust. competitive market for consumer electronics must be rooted in 
manufacturers' ability to innovate for their customers Allowing movie studios to 
veto features of DTV-reception equipment will enable the studios to tell 
technologists what new products they can create This will result in products 
that don't necessarily reflect what consumers like ne actually want. and it could 
result in me being charged more money for inferior functionality 

If the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate, I would actually h less likely to 
make an investment in DTV-capable receivers and other equipment I will not pay 
more for devices that limit my rights at the behest of Hollywood Please do not 
mandate broadcast flag technology for digital television Thank you for your time 

Sincerely 

Michael Butrym 
50 arbor drive 
Howell. NJ 07731 
USA 
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c 1 October 13. 2003 

Commissioner Michael J Copps 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, NW 
Washington. D C 20554 

Dear Michael Copps. 

I am writing to voice my opposition to any FCC-mandated adoption of '"broadcast 
flag" technology for digital television As a consumer and citizen. I feel 
strongly that such a policy would be bad for innovation, consumer rights. and the 
ultimate adoption of DTV 

A robust, competitive market for consumer electronics must be rooted in 
manufacturers' ability to innovate for their customers Allowing movie studios to 
veto features of DTV-reception equipment will enable the studios to tell 
technologists what new products they can create. This wall result in products 
that don't necessarily reflect what consumers like me actually want, and it could 
result in me being charged more money for inferior functionality 

If the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate. I would actually be less likely to 
make an investment in DTV-capable receivers and other equipment I will not pay 
more for devices that limit ny rights at the behest of Hollywood Please do not 
mandate broadcast flag technology for digital television Thank you for your time 

Sincerely. 

Christopher Curtis 
12440 Alameda Trace Cir 
# 1 4 2 2  
Austin. TX 78727 
USA 
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Octoher 13,2003 

Commisdoner Michael J Copps 
F e d 4  Communication0 Commimion 
445 12th Street. N W  
W s r h g t o q  D C 20554 

Dear M i d  CoppS, 

I am fililq to voice my OppOmtiDn to M y  FCC-mPndPtcd PdDpliCm of “bropdcW ripe" tCahpploEy for Wtd td&dOll A l p  COimJmtf 
and ci- I feel at~ongly thnt ouch P policy would be bod for h v n k  canmmm righb. and the ulthata PdDptiCn of M V  

A robust, competitive market for c o m e r  SlaCtroniCm muat be rooted m man- ability to kulovate fm their orufcpnm d o e  
movie rtudioi to veto features of DlV-recepthn equlpment WU enable tlm rmdion to tall teohfiologlrtl whut new productl they CM 

create This WU r e d t  in productp that dcmY n r d y  redect what connvna Eke me nctunUy wan\ nnd it could redt  in me b c i q  
charged more money for inferior h r n c t i d l y  

If the FCC isrues n brondcb 
equipment I will not pay more for dcvicei that Umit my rlgha at the behclt of Hdljwood PL?M~ do not man&.te bropdcsrt @ 

mandate. I would pctunlly be lean wraly to mplra an hvontmcnt in MV-cnpnble rsoavm and other 

technology for digital televimon lllan!i you for your time 

Sincerely. 

mayme &ling 
409 Olobe Ave 
Fori Wo* TX 7613 1 
USA 
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October 13. 2003 

Commissioner Michael J Copps 
Federal Communlcatlonr Commission 
445 12th Street. NW 
Washington. D C 20554 

Dear Uichael Copps. 

I am,,writing to voice my opposition to any FCC-mandated adoptlon of "broadcast 
flag technology for digital televlslon As a consuner and citizen. I feel 
strongly that such a policy would be bad for innovatlon. consumer rights, and the 
ultimate adoption of DTV 

A robust. competitive market for consumer electronics must be rooted an 
manufacturers' ability to innovate for their customers Allowing movle studlos to 
veto features of DTV-reception equipment will enable the studlos to toll 
technologists what new products they can create 
that don't necessarily reflect what consumers like me actually want, and it could 
result in me being charged more money for Inferior functionality 

If the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate. I would actually be less likely to 
make an investment in DTV-capable receivers and other equipment I will not pay 
more for devices that limit my rights at the behest of Hollywood Please do not 
mandate broadcast flag technology for diqltal television Thank you for your time 

Sincerely . 

Kirk Hasterson 
4344 NE 63rd Ave 
Portland, OR 97218 
USA 

This will result in products 
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-3, 2003 

Comrmswoner Michnel J. Cows 
Federal Communicaaons Commission 
445 12th Skeet, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Dear M~chael Copps, 

I am amhng to voice my opposition to any FCC-mandated adopaon of "broadcast fl& technology for dig~tal 
telemnon. As 2 consumer and ahzrn, I feel strondy that such i pohcyvould be bad for movahon, consumer 
nghts, and the ultimate adophon of DTV. 

A robust, compehhve market for consumer electronics must be rooted m manufacturers' aMty to umovate for 
thar customers. AUounng mome studios to veto features of DTV-recepaon eqwpent d enable the studios to 
tell tedmolog~str what n w  products they CUI create. %s wll result m products that don't necessdy reflect 
what consumers like me actually want, and it could result m me b a g  c h q d  more money for rnfenor 
funchonahy. 

If the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate, I would actually be lssm likely to m& an investment m DTV-capable 
receivers and other equipment. I witl not pay more for h c e s  that h t  my nghts at the bahest of Hollywood 
Please do not mandate broidcast flag technology for di@ telmsion. 'Ihpnk you far your b e .  

Smcerely, 

Jeffrey Lub 
2832 Balsam Dr 
Spangfield, OH 45503 
USA 



John B. Thompson, Attorney 
1 172 South Dixie Highway, Suite 1 1 1 

Coral Gables, Florida 33146-2750 
Phone: 305-666-4366 

Jackpeace@comcast.net 

October 

Maureen Del Duca, Chief 
Investigations & Hearings Division 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street sw 
Washmgton, DC 20554 

1, 2003 

Re: Advocacy of Killing Homosexuals on WQAM (560-AM. Miami, FL) 

Dear Ms. Del Duca: 

1 filed a formal complaint in late August .gainSt the above radio station stemming from 
its airing of indecent material. 

Today, this m e  station broadcast the followjng comments: “They’re homos, and they 
should be shot.” (8:03am). At 8:24 am: “All the gays everywhere hate =...If I say I 
want to kill all the homos I have a right to say it...I can say whatever J want. If you don’t 
like it, I have a great IaGyer. Call me.” 

You may recall that recently Michael Savage said on M N B C  that he hoped a gay who 
called might get aids and die. He WBS shortly thereatler dismissed. and rightly so. 

The Miami Herald this week ran a lengthy article in which the management of WQAM 
explains that it has hired the idiot who is making the above comments in order to boost 
ratings through a shock radio format. Here’s the link to the foolishly self-damning 
article: ~ttdhnvw.miam *,wm/mWmia&emld/ eatelta inmeot/6885037.htm 

This station, which was lined for indecency in 2000, bas learned nothing h m  that h e .  
Their license is up for renewal in early 2004. I and othets shall be putting together a rival 
petition to challenge their licensc renewal, and if the behavior that I relate herein 
contiuues, I have no doubt that we shall be successful. 

mailto:Jackpeace@comcast.net
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r October 13,2003 

Commirmcmer Michael J Copps 
Pedanl CommuniCations Commission 
445 12th Street NW 
W d h g t o n .  D C 2 0 5 5 4  

Dear Michael Copps, 

I am writing to voice my oppoition to m y  FCC-mMdpted adoption of "broadcnm Qag" technology for &tal telcvirirm .aa a c m c r  
snd citizan. I feel &@y that such a pdicy would be bad for innowtion. cmwumer @to. and tha ultimate adoption of DTV 

A robrut, competitive market for consumer elecironh must bo rooted in manufnclurm' nmly to innovate for thcir oultcbnsn ~Up/inB 
movie W o s  to veto features of DIT-reception q-ent will emble thc rmdios to tell tenhnolow what new pmducb t h y  can 
ore& Thin wiU rcrult in products that don't necemlnrily nLct w h t  connunem like me aotudiy want nnd it could rmult in me b c i q  
c h q e d  more money for inferior functiondiq 

If ths PCC irsucs a broadcart flag mandnte. I would nctllnuy im Ln likely to mnka nn inverhnmt in Irrv-capable raceivsn and o b  
equipment I will not pay more for device8 thnt limll my d&ta nt the behad of Hdywocd &MC do not mnndate brondcvt flag 
t c h l o a y  for d%itpl tcleviPion Thank you for your time 

Sincerely, 

Scan W d k a  
102 Nan Drive 
Henhonville. 'IN 37075 
USA 
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October 14, 2003 

Comrmssioner Michael J. Copps 
Federal Communicahons Commission 
445 12th Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Denr Mxhnel Copps, 

I m wuhng to voice my opposihon to any FCC-mandated adoption of "broadcast flug" technology for dig~td 
telemsion. A5 a consumer and ahzen, I feel strongly that such i pohcywould be bad for movahon, consumer 
n&5, and the ulhmate adophon of DTV. 

A robust, compehhve market for consumer electronko must be rooted m manufacturers' shk ty  to m o v i t e  for 
thmr cuatomers. Allowing mome sn~dtos to veto Features OF DTV-rsccphon equipment unll enable the stud~os to 
tell technologsts what new products they CM create. %r 4 rsault tn products that don't necassdy reflect 
what consumers hke me actually want, and it could result m me b a g  c h q d  more money for mfeuor 
funcbonohty. 

If the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate, I would actudly be lesi kkely to moke 
receivers and other equpment. I unll not pay more for demces that h t  my nghtr a t  the behest of Hollywood. 
Plensc do not mandate broadcart flag technology for digital television. n'lank you for your h e .  

Smcerely, 

Mnrw ILvern 
104-66 126th Street 
South ILchmond HdI, NY 11419 
USA 

investment m DTV-capable 
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October 14, 2003 

tommlssloner Mlchael J Copps 
Federal Cornmunlcatlons Commlsslon 
445 12th StrM. NW 
Waahlngton, D C 20554 

Dear Mlchael Copps, 

I am wrttlng to wl~e my opposltbn to any FCGmandntad adopdon bl "bmsdcnPt ring" technology for blgkai televlslon AS a 
consumer and cltlzan, I feel strongly that iuch a polley would be bad for Inncwtlon. consumer rlghh, and the ultlmete 
adoptlon of DTV 

A robust. cempetthre market for consumer elccClonlcs must be rooted In mmuMcturers' rblltly to Innovate for thelr 
cut(amers Allowlng mwle studlos to veto reaturea of DN-receptbn qulprnent wlll enable the studlos to tell technologLs 
wnat new produch they can create Thlo wlll reiult In products that don't necersrrlly reflect what consumcn I l k  me 
actually want, and R could result In me belng charged more money for lnferlor lunctlonrltty 

If thc FCC Issues a broadcast flag mandate, I would aChrally be less llkely to make an Investment In DTV-capable recetvers 
and Other equlpment I wlll not pay more for davlces that llmtt my rlghh at the behest of HOIIymd Please do not mandate 
broadcast flag technology for dlglta televlslon Thank you tor your t h e  

sincerely . 
John Homer 
482 N Pln Oak PI 
Apt 302 
Longwad, FL 32779 
USA 
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- October 14,2003 

C&&U Michael I coppe 

445 12UlStreefN-W 
Fed& Communication8 Commission 

WaBhgton, D C 20554 

Deaf Michael Copps, 

I m 
and utlsn, I feel nbongly h a t  such a policy would be bad for hovatiors c ~ u u m u  rights. md h ulhate adopiinn o f  I)Tv 

A I D ~ W ~ ,  competitive market for cmumer ehctmnice mult be moted in mpnufacturcn' atdily to innovate for their cu.tormm Auowiq  
movie &os ta veto features of DW-reception equipment will a b l e  the studios to tell technah&s A t  new pmduco they ea 
crcnte This wiU r e d t  in products that don7 n e c e i d y  rrPsct wht c m r n  liLc me pdvplly ann\ pnd it could ndt in me bdng 
charged mare money for inferior f u n c t i d t y  

If the FCC ismi B hadcpot  tlng mandate. I would lctuplly ba hi# M y  to moke M mvaahnsnt in Wv-capble &vm md other 
equipment I will not pay more for devicei that 1Mt my d&ts at the behert of H d p o o d  Pkue do not mandate bmadc~t @ 
techwlogy for di@I television Thank you for your time 

to vnke my opponihon to any FCC-mnndated &$an of "hadcast flag tcchnolo$y for d@td teIevhion AJ a c o r n u  

sincerely, 

Martin Pnuhen 
2 Pinehe T m e  
South Burlh@on, VI 05403 
USA 
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October 13, 2003 

Comrmssioner Uchael J. Copps 
Federal Communicihons Commission 
445 12th Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Dear Michael Copps, 

I am wnmg to voice my opposihon to any FCC-mandated adophon of "broadcast fl& technology for digxtnl 
television. As a consumer and ahzen, I fed strongly that such a policy would be bad for &ovation, consumer 
nghtr, and the ultunate adopaon of DTV. 

A robust, compehhve market for consumer electromcs must be rooted in manufacturers' atility to movnte for 
their customers. Allowng movie studios to veto features of DTV-cecephon equpment w d  enable the studios to 
tell technologsts what new products they can crmta. ' € I u s  wll result in products that don't necessdy reflect 
what consumers like me actually wmf md it could result in ma bdng charged more money for infenor 
funchonahty. 

If the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate, I would actually be less likdy to mnks an invsstmsnt in DTV-capable 
recavers and other equpment. I wll not pay more for devices that h u t  my nghts at the behest of Hollyood. 
Please do not mandate broadcast flag technology for digd telension. ?hank you for your tune. 

Smcerely, 

Jon Adamowcz 
99 Teaneck Road 
Unit #213 
kdgeficld Park NJ 07660 
USA 
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L O C A L  S E R V I C E  N A T I O N A L  V O I C E  

October 10,2003 

Commissionex Michael J. Copps 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12’h Street, SW, Room 84302 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: Er Parte Meeting 

Dear Commissioner Copps: 

The Association of Public Television Stations (“A€”’), the Corporation for Public Broadcasting 
(‘CPB”) and the Public Broadcasting Service (‘PBS”) would like to meet with you and pur staffto 
discuss digital must carry issucs. We would like to schedule the meeting at your convenisnce, 
ideally October 30, October 3 1, or the week of Novcmba 3. 

My assistant, Tammye Heatley will contact your office to schedule an appointment. 

Sh-lY,/)- / w-v- m a  M. Thompson 

Vice President & General Counsel 

CC: Jordan Goldstein 

‘Ihe Asroclntlon of 
Public Tclevieion Stations 
666 Eleventh Slrert. NW 
Suite 1100 
Washington, DC 20OOl 

d 202~654~4200f~ 202654.4236 
w b h  www.apts.org ** T O T A L  P A G E . E B i l  * *  

http://www.apts.org
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L O C A L  S E R V I C E  NATIONAL VOICE 

October 10,2003 

Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 1 2 ~  Street, SW, Room %A302 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: &Parte Meeting 

Dear Commissioner Copps: 

The Amciation of Public Television Stations (“AF’TS”), the Cotporation for Public Broadcasting 
C‘CPB’) and the Public Broadcasting Service (‘TBS”) would l i e  to meet with you and your M t o  
discuss digital must carry issues. We would like to schedule the meeting at your convenience. 
ideally October 30, October 31, or the week of November 3. 

My assistant, Tammye Heatley will contact yow office to schedule an appointment. 

Sincaely, @-w&-- nna M. Thompson 

Vice President & General Counsel 

cc: Jordan Goldstein 

The Aaociation of 
Public Televleion Statione 

666 Eleventh Street NW 
Suite 1100 
Washington, DC 20ool 

rrl202.654.42OO fkv 202654.4236 



Mark W. Alexander 
8208 Steeplechase Blvd 
Orlando, FL 32818 

Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Federal Communicaaons Commission 
445 12th Street. N W  
Washington, D C. 20554 

Dear Commissioner Michael J. Copps: 

Broadcast television uses a public resource - the airwaves. The FCC bears the burden of managing that 
public resoiuce for the benefit of it's owners: The citizens of the United States. 

The "broadcast flag" is not in the interest of the citizens. In fact, it gves license to media interests to control 
when and how mfornlation carried over the public m a y s  are viewed. This gives the broadcast nledia 
industry far too much control over how citizens make use of the public airwaves. 

Consider presidential debates. In an economy with a 24x7 workforce, only a nunority of the ciuzenry may be 
able to view the debates at the time of the broadcast. With the advent of the VCR and court rulings validating 
a citizens right to "time shiW and "space ship bondcast materials, those debates can be recorded for viewing 
at a time and place more convenient for voters. 

The broadcast flag gves broadcasters the ability to prevent such use, effectively constraimng the flow of 
important information to the American public. 

The broadcast flag is NOT about reducing or eliminating copyright violations. The typical home recorder does 
not record broadcast shows for sale or disuibdon. They record broadcast shows for convemence and to 
preserve infomation. The courts have  validatedthat this is a fair use of copyright materials. The broadcast 
industry is proposing the inlplementation of the broadcast flag to bypass what the courts have already ruled is 
fair use under copyright law in order to extend their bottom line. Consumers that have made personal use 
copies of broadcast shows have  no need to go out and buy the series on D W .  THAT IS  what the broadcast 
industries do not like. 

Not only have the courts validated home copying as a fair use activity, but the FCC rules cirrrently require that 
all broadcast media be broadcast un-encrypted, or "in the clear". The broadcast flag is a way to bypass th~s 
regulation By broadcasting information in an un-encrypted form bm applying technology to prevent its 
reproduction or redisplay withom the content producer's authorization by-passes the intent of the ban on 
encrypuon: That use of the public airways be available to the entire public without restriction 

If the broadcast industry is concerned about copyright infringement, they need to take the war to the real 
enemy: The professional copyright infinger. These are usually overseas operations that make infimging copies 
by the thousands for sale and distribution either before the media outlet makes their product available or at 
lmations where the the outlet does not make it available. In order to fight that battle, the media indusny nust 
engage in both aggressive legal copyright protection and change their business and distribution mDdel so their 
original product can compete more effectively. By making the origi~l product available in a more timely 
manner and with broader dsnibution. themedia in- could put the professional infringers out of busmess. 
No one will purchase an inferior copy, if a superior quality and authorized version is available at the same 
tune and a comparable price. 



I Further, the application of the ban on encrypuon and mandated public availability only applies to 
BROADCAST content. If media producers wish to encrypt or otherwise "protect" their product. the answer I S  

simple Do not broadcast it. The cable and satellite mediums consist of privately owned circuits where 
encryption or broadcast flags or any other technology the media indusay wants can be deployed. The 
American citizens have  no "right" to access content over private media. 

They do, however, have that right for anything that travels over the airwaves. ?he broadcast spectrum is a 
public commons and "we the people" retain all rights over who uses them and how. 

The recent FCC decisions regarding the broadcast industry is becoming an embarrassment to that agency Its 
decision on media consolidation rules created such a public outcry that congress had to intervene to impose 
the will of the people. The FCC's decision to classify the cable in- as an "information provider" instead 
of a "telecommunications provider" has been overturned in court and, I believe, will also not withstand the 
public scrutiny should the agency pursue an appeal of that decision 

If the FCC endorses the use of the broadcast flag over the public h a y s ,  it will eventually become crystal 
clear to the American public just exactly who the FCC really represents. The broadcast flag is currently not 
well understood by the public, however, I assue you that when Mr. Average J o e  Citizen tapes the Superbowl 
while he's at work, only to find out that the FCC has allowed the broadcasting network to prevent turn from 
viewing It at a later tinle. he WILL be accutely aware of its impact and oumaged at the decision that allowed 
it. 

Save the agency the embarassement of another public revolution against its decision and protect the broadcast 
meCLum Grom industry control. Deny the use of the broadcast flag or any technology that resuicts publlc 
access to the PUBLIC airwaves. 

Sincerely, 

Mark W. Alexander 

Sincerely, 

Mark W. Alexander 

2 


